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For these reasons, I join my colleague on

the Committee on Agriculture from California,
Mr. CALVERT, in introducing this legislation, the
Hass Avocado Promotion, Research and Infor-
mation Act.
f

ARBITRARY DECISIONS BY INS
ARE ROADBLOCK TO AMERICAN
DREAM

HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 28, 1999

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I read
with great interest the story of Ms. Sherol
Boles in an op-ed by Anthony Lewis in today’s
New York Times. It is a heart-wrenching story
about a woman who is battling for her right to
remain in this country with her children and
her husband. Tragically, she may be deported
at any time due to arbitrary decision making
by the Immigration and Naturalization Service
and the harshness of the 1996 immigration
law.

Mrs. Boles’ story is not an isolated incident.
Since taking office, I have personally heard
INS horror stories from many immigrants, legal
residents, and citizens who write, call, and
visit my office seeking assistance. Ninety per-
cent of casework in my district office is related
to immigration issues. Many of the problems
stem from a clear lack of inefficiency and un-
preparedness in the INS office in Chicago.

During my visit to the Chicago INS office
earlier this year, I witnessed first hand this in-
efficiency and unpreparedness. Even worse, I
also witnessed the mistreatment of customers,
the lack of respect for individuals, the com-
plete disregard of common decency and the
hostile environment many must face.

The culture of the ‘‘Customer is Always
Wrong’’ at the INS must change. Customers at
the Chicago INS must receive the quality serv-
ice they deserve. These legal residents are
customers who pay high fees and they de-
serve to be treated with respect.

The Chicago INS responded to my concerns
and those of my colleagues by taking steps to
improve the quality of service.

However, we must work to ensure that
those steps taken by the Chicago INS remain
in place and that additional improvements are
made. Finally, we must translate our local ef-
forts to the national stage so people like
Sherol Boles are given the chance to live the
American dream.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 28, 1999]
BALANCE OF HARDSHIPS

(By Anthony Lewis)
BOSTON—Dickens gave us the classic pic-

ture of official heartlessness: the govern-
ment Circumlocution Office, burial ground of
hope in ‘‘Little Dorrit.’’ It would take his
savage wit to tell, properly, the story of
Sherol Boles and the U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service.

Mrs. Boles is a 33-year-old woman from
Barbados. In 1996 she married Michael Boles,
an American who served 12 years in the U.S.
Marines. They have 2-year-old twins, born
three months prematurely weighing less
than two pounds each; they were hospital-
ized for months and are still under medical
treatment.

The I.N.S. has ruled that Mrs. Boles’s mar-
riage entitles her to permanent residence

here: a green card. But for reasons in the
past she is legally deportable, and the I.N.S.
says she must be deported. If she is, it may
be as long as 10 years before she can enter
the United States again.

Mrs. Boles wants to have her deportation
case reopened, so account can be taken of
her now-established right to a green card and
her children’s fragile health. If she is de-
ported alone, her husband could not possibly
take care of the twins by himself. If she
takes them with her, the medical care they
need may not be available in Barbados.

But the case cannot be reopened without
the consent of I.N.S. officials, and they
refuse to give it. Why? I.N.S. lawyers ex-
plained in a brief, ‘‘She has not shown that
she would suffer irreparable injury or that
the balance of hardships tilt in her favor.’’
Dickens could not have put more unfeeling
words in the mouth of one of his fictional
tormentors.

Mrs. Boles is still in the United States be-
cause her lawyer, Harvey Kaplan of Boston,
sought and won a stay of deportation from
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Cir-
cuit. The I.N.S. is urging the court to with-
draw the stay.

The past chapters of the story deepen its
harshness. Mrs. Boles came to the United
States in 1990, to Boston. Some years later
she tried to obtain legal permanent resi-
dence by using the services of one Joseph
Chatelain, who called himself an ‘‘immigra-
tion adviser.’’ By 1995 Mrs. Boles and others
realized they had been defrauded by Mr. Cha-
telain. She testified in full and agreed to be
a witness against him, but he fled and has
not been found.

In 1995, on the basis of her own statements,
an immigration judge ordered her deported.
He allowed her to depart voluntarily—legally
advantageous—by April 1996 ‘‘or any exten-
sions as granted’’ by the I.N.S. Immigration
officials in Boston, citing her cooperation in
the Chatelain case, extended the date succes-
sively to March 1998.

In the meantime Mrs. Boles had married
and moved to her husband’s home in Phoe-
nix. In February 1997 Michael Boles filed an
I–130 petition to get his wife permanent resi-
dence. The petition went to the I.N.S. Texas
service center, covering Phoenix. It was then
transferred to a California center, and from
there back to the local I.N.S. office in Phoe-
nix.

In May 1998, with the petition still pending
and the date for voluntary departure just
past, the I.N.S. office in Boston gave Mrs.
Boles a year’s stay of deportation. A year
later she had still heard nothing about her
green card. She asked an I.N.S. officer in
Phoenix for a further stay. Denying it, he
said the delay on the green card petition
must mean that her marriage was fraudu-
lent—in effect blaming her for the notorious
inefficiency of the I.N.S.

‘‘Based on a careful review of the facts of
this case,’’ an official wrote, ‘‘there do not
appear to be any unusual humanitarian fac-
tors.’’

The petition for a green card was finally
granted this past June, more than two years
after it was filed. So far it has not helped
Sherol Boles. If she is deported, she may
come within provisions of the harsh 1996 Im-
migration Act that would bar her from this
country for 5 or 10 years.

Tough as it is, the 1996 law gives the I.N.S.
power to reopen this case. But the service
seems determined in its refusal. In its First
Circuit brief it argued that the court has no
power to review its decision, right or wrong.

Why is the I.N.S. so adamant? It must
want to establish the principle that nobody—
not event a court—can make it pay atten-
tion to reason and humanity.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1402) to require
the Secretary of Agriculture to implement
the Class I milk price structure known as
Option 1A as part of the implementation of
the final rule to consolidate Federal milk
marketing orders.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, in 1996
Congress agreed the U.S. dairy pricing system
was seriously flawed and the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA) should develop a more
evenhanded pricing system. After three years
of research and an exhaustive public comment
period, USDA proposed a modest reform plan,
and now the proponents of H.R. 1402 seek to
violate the agreement made in the 1996 Farm
bill by leaving in place a blatantly unfair De-
pression-era pricing structure that penalizes
dairy producers based on their distance from
Eau Claire, Wisconsin.

Few government programs are more com-
plex and misunderstood than the USDA’s milk
marketing system. President Franklin Roo-
sevelt established federal orders in the 1930s
during the Great Depression to ensure an
adequate supply of fresh milk nationwide. The
primary goal of the system was to facilitate the
flow of milk from surplus production regions to
deficit regions. During the Depression, the
Upper Midwest was the nation’s center of
dairy production. So to encourage the flow of
milk from the region, the federal government
required dairy processors to pay higher prices
for fluid milk based on their distance from the
Upper Midwest. This allowed our dairy farmers
to recover the extra costs of transporting their
product to consumer regions. Clearly, federal
orders made sense sixty years ago.

The situation has changed. Dairy farms
have sprung up in every corner of the country,
especially in those regions farthest from the
Upper Midwest where the government re-
quires higher minimum prices. Federal orders
no longer encourage the flow of milk from one
place to another. Today, federal orders artifi-
cially encourage the production of milk by
high-cost producers in certain regions at the
expense of more efficient producers in the
Upper Midwest. Geographically, the system fa-
vors milk production in high-cost regions such
as the Southeast, Texas, and the Northeast at
the expense of traditional dairy states such as
Minnesota and Wisconsin.

The impact of this pricing system on the
Upper Midwestern dairy farmer has been dis-
astrous. Since 1955, Minnesota has lost near-
ly 60,000 dairy farms. Over one-quarter of
Minnesota dairy farmers disappeared in the
six-year period following 1993.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this mis-
guided legislation that would continue an out-
dated dairy policy, and I believe that the
USDA’s reform plan should be implemented.
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